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LETTERS 


Central Organ of the 

Provisional Central Committee of the 

Communist Party of Great Britain 


majority of the non Bengali anti-fas¬ 
cists in Brick Lane were in fact SWP 
members, the remainder were mainly 
local anarchists. 

It is interesting that you omit to 
mention ‘your' CPGB line on fascism 
during the 70s and 80s. Just as the 
SWP/ANL went off to picnic at 
Brixton in 1978, 'your' CPGB marched 
away from the fascists, following vic¬ 
ars and priests to their own little tea 
party, at Lewisham in 1977. During the 
1970s 'your' CPGB consistently de¬ 
railed the anti-fascist struggle in East 
London, with the honourable exception 
of only two or three local rank and file 
parly members. 

You seem to have a very selective 
memory when it comes to the history 
of the CPGB. The CPGB leadership in 
fact planned to capitulate to Moseley 
by ordering its members to rallies in 
west London, on the day of the march. 
It was only under pressure from the lo¬ 
cal Jewish community and the threat of 
open rebellion by the cast London 
members of the CPGB that led to a 
change of line, only days before 
Mosley’s march. 

It would appear to me that The Len¬ 
inist comrades are making the serious 
error of confusing dreams and reality in 
their contorted attempts to show the 
CPGB. a corrupt, lifeless and reaction¬ 
ary organisation from start to finish, 
has a heritage worth preserving. 

To finish on a more fraternal note, 
your demands for democracy in the 
ANL are absolutely correct. Democ¬ 
racy and accountability in all workers' 
organisations is an absolute essential. 
Jim Kelly 
London 


they do not take account of the possi¬ 
bility of counteraction by the powers 
that be, which for the time being are 
still capable not only of undermining, 
but also of turning the intentions of the 
defenders of socialism to their own 
advantage. Therefore the All-Union 
Communist Party of Bolsheviks 
(VKPB) considers that iri the present 
conditions only a political general 
strike - which alone is capable of dis¬ 
organising the forces opposing the 
workers, removing from power the 
bankrupt restorationists in the centre 
and the localities, restoring the power 
of the working class and its allies, 
introducing universal control by the 
workers over production and distribu¬ 
tion and creating detachments of work¬ 
ers' self defence, to neutralise the fight¬ 
ing formations of the mafia bourgeoi¬ 
sie - can fundamentally change the 
course of events by peaceful means. 

We consider that "communist 
multipartyism" on the ruins of the 
CPSU is an entirely natural phenome¬ 
non. There is taking place a process of 
analysing the causes of the historic 
defeat and intensive searches for a 
solution to the crisis. No one has a 
patent on the truth. Therefore attempts 
by any party, exploiting the need of 
party members for unity, to monopolise 
this process today can only complicate 
the prospects for authentic unity. The 
VKPB considers that on the agenda 
today is the unity in action of all 
communists in their struggle with the 
restorationists, and unproductive dis¬ 
cussions about "agreeing” of platforms 
and programmes. The mass anti- 
rcstorationist movement will in prac¬ 
tice lead to the selection of “points of 
view”, and their “competition” must 
not weaken the attack on the gravedig¬ 
gers of socialism. 

We are convinced also that in pres¬ 
ent conditions the confusion and vac¬ 
illation of reviving the CPSU cannot 
serve the consolidation of the unity of 
communists. The present collaboration 
of partocrats and entrepreneurs who are 
in favour of artificial reanimation, is 
incapable of producing anything other 
than a "superclass" neo-percstroika 
party, which will inevitably inherit the 
flaws and defects of the Gorbachev 
leadership. 

In its activity the VKPB proceeds 
from the fact that however dramatically 
events are now developing, the 20th 
century will enter history as the century 
of the trials and errors of world social¬ 
ism: a socialism, which by virtue of 
circumstances unfavourable to it. could 
not in a painless way clear away the 
obstructions erected in its path by inter¬ 
national capital. In contrast to the criti¬ 
cal present moment, the approaching 
21st century is in our view destined to 
become the epoch of global transition 
to the communist social formation. Not 
a 'market' order, but one of authentic 
freedom and humanism, to which, 
independently of anyone's desires, all 
the paths ot world civilisation are now 
leading. Unfortunately, they are not as 
smooth as the pavement of the Nevsky 
Prospekt. 

The All-Union Communist Party of 
Bolsheviks will begrudge nothing in 
order to hasten tins triumph of commu¬ 
nism. On this we stood, do stand, and 
will stand! 

Nina Andreeva 

All Union Communist Party of 

Bolsheviks, Leningrad 


Bolshevik 


After the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, betrayed by its own 
leadership, was pulled down and 
banned, on its political space there 
sprang up, and are growing, a number 
of different political parties, move¬ 
ments, and groups, expressing some¬ 
times directly opposing social interests. 

Undoubtedly, for 70 years many 
millions and millions of communists 
have selflessly built, consolidated and 
defended socialism. But in fact they 
were gradually robbed of the party 
which they joined in the years of the 
war and of the pre-war and the First 
post-war five year plans. At first the 
drift of the CPSU towards opportunism 
was concealed beneath Leninism, and 
afterwards, having been legitimated by 
Gorbachev, inevitably grew over into 
bourgeois counterrevolution. 

The 20th Congress of the CPSU (in 
I956| was in our opinion the beginning 
of the 'slide' into the abyss of political 
non-existence, and the anti-Stalin 
campaign, officially designated the 
“critique of the cult of the personality", 
played the role of ideological overture. 

Objectively this campaign led to 
the undermining of the authority of 
world socialism, to serious difficulties 
in the world communist and workers' 
movement, to confrontation with the 
Communist Party of China, and subse¬ 
quently of the USSR with the People’s 
Republic of China, and to the activa¬ 
tion of the opponents of socialism in 
the countries of Eastern Europe. 

Of course, some of the prccondi- 
| lions for all this were present already 
in the preceding history of the Soviet 
Union, but the possibility of their 
realisation was restricted by the state of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
When, however, under the canopy of 
the rapidly advancing black economy 
the Soviet state was transformed into 
an “all-people’s state” and the CPSU 
into the “party of the whole people", 
then the preconditions which had ear¬ 
lier been neutralised, were transformed 
into active factors, which have given 
rise to Gorbastroika and everything 
that has taken place after it. 

Inasmuch as perestroika put party 
politics under the covert control of 
entrepreneurs and businessmen, those 
in the party leadership whom it was 
usual to regard as continuators of the 
Leninist course in the CPSU, and who 
the 'democrats’ accused of 'dogma¬ 
tism' and 'conservatism', turned out 
not to be up to scratch. At the same 
time as M Gorbachev, A Yakovlev and 
E Shevardnadze .accommodated them¬ 
selves to the interests of foreign and 
domestic capital, E Ligachev and I 
Polozkov and other ‘true Leninists', in 
the interests of preserving "peace and 
unity in the party”, gradually accom¬ 
modated themselves to the opportun¬ 
ists. Hence the opportunists gained 
complete dominance in the leadership 
of the CPSU and, the link between the 
politics of capital and the politics of 
the 'true Leninists' having been closed, 
millions of Soviet communists ended 
up without their own Marxist-Leninist 
general staff and the country began to 
roll down into the abyss of national 
disaster. 

At the present time, the parties and 
movements of a communist orientation 
arc proposing different programmes of 
action to avert final collapse and civil 
war. These proposals include a con¬ 
stituent assembly to determine the 
form of government, and the conven¬ 
ing of the congress of deputies of the 
USSR, in order by parliamentary 
means to put an end to the present 
course of the restorationists arid capitu¬ 
lators. There is, too, the transformation 
of the soviets, by means of elections 
called ahead of time, into representa¬ 
tive organs of working people, and the 
creation of soviets in enterprises as 
alternatives to the present 'democratic' 
soviets, and mass meetings and dem¬ 
onstrations. 

Probably a majority of these aims 
have real substance to them and can 
play a definite role. However, in our 
opinion, they all contain one defect - 


I give full support to the Hands Off 
Ireland' march and rally, and wish it 
every success. 

With regard to the Irish Republican 
Socialist Party and League of Commu¬ 
nist Republicans: you must not assume 
that because you have had no response 
from them to articles in The Leninist. 
then those groups are 'no longer func¬ 
tioning', though for all 1 know, that 
could be true. 1 have had very sketchy 
responses from comrades 1 have writ¬ 
ten to over the past year, but my im¬ 
pression is that IRSP. at least, contin¬ 
ues. despite many difficulties. 

I believe your style of work is 'elit¬ 
ist' to a negative degree. I put elitist' 
in inverteds because I concede that 
there is a kind of elitism which is 
necessary - the conviction of your own 
analysis that you have correctly applied 
Marxism-Leninism to any situation. 

Let me also make the point that 
although I have been writing purely 
from my own experience, as an ex- 
CPGB member. I know that there are 
hundreds of other comrades who have 
over the years resigned from or been 
expelled from the CPGB because they 
know that a party with a programme 
British Road just was no longer a 
Communist Party. There were genuine 
Marxist-Lcninists before the CPGB 
PCC. there still arc many outside the 
CPGB and I want to sec all maximum 
forces brought into action. It would be 
nice if you could persuade all those 
forces they should simply join you, but 
that is not the way it will work, nor 
should it. The quicker that you. to¬ 
gether with others, develop a method 
which can result in principled unity for 
a reforged Marxist-Leninist CPGB. the 
belter. 

Peter Jordan 
Republican Socialist POW 
Long Lartin Prison 


done if the working class is united as a class through overcom¬ 
ing all sectional divisions, whether they be racial, sexual or 

national. 

It is because of this that we say the stronger nationalism 
becomes, the more communists must fight it. There can be no 
concessions, no watering down of our programme in face of the 
nationalist tide, especially if it is dressed up with absurd claims 
that the working class of England and Wales are irredeemably 
backward and are in some way “holding back” Scotland. 

Does that mean we do not recognise or fight for the national 
rights of the people of Scotland? No. Communists defend the 
right of Wales and Scotland to determine there own future. Wc 
are for their right to self determination, and if the boss class 
refuses to concede that right we will ensure that it is realised 
through the revolutionary overthrow of the capitalist state. 

Of course, fighting for the right to self determination is not the 
same thing as advocating the people of Scotland use that right to 
break the economic and political unity of Britain. Wc favour the 
voluntary union of the peoples of Britain. This creates the best 
conditions to further the interests of the working class and the 
cause of communism. 

Those opportunists who have deserted the cause of socialism 
for nationalism will stop at nothing to malign and slander prin¬ 
cipled communists. The Euro breakaway Communist Party of 
Scotland, for instance, says that “there are only two organisations 
which defend the union of Great Britain - the Tory Party and the 
Leninist". Its leaders even say that our defence of the unity of the 
working class in Britain means that we “defend capitalism”. 

This is a foul lie, and these ‘official communist’ nationalists 
know it. We stand on the tradition of Tom Bell, William Paul. 
Arthur MacManus and Willie Gallagher, communists from Scot¬ 
land who founded and built our Communist Party of Great Brit¬ 
ain. These comrades had no truck with nationalism and nor will 
we. They subordinated everything to the task of making revolu¬ 
tion and so will we. 

The Editor 


Fascism 


1 would like to take up some of the 
points raised in your front page article 

How to beat fascism'. The Leninist 
No 117, especially the issue of Carnival 

2 at Brixton in 1978. 

You are absolutely right to criticise 
the political cop out of the SWP na¬ 
tional leadership in calling on anti¬ 
fascists to picnic at Brixton rather than 
defend Brick Lane, but you arc totally 
wrong when you state "that it was left 
to a few hundred non SWP anti-fascists 
to oppose the NF's East London provo¬ 
cation". 

On the day in question the vast 


Note: Letters have been shortened due 
to lack of space. For reasons of politi¬ 
cal security we have changed certain 
names, addresses and details. 


To reply to letters, raise questions or 
comment on articles in The Leninist. 

WRITE to The Editor, 

BCM Box 928. London WCIN 3XX, 

PHONE us on 071-431 3135 or 
FAX us on 081-459 5905. 
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9TH PARTY OFFENSIVE 


Building on success 



ive of the Communist 
is reachinq a critical 


: we are to use the election campaign as a springboard to bigger things, we need tmance 


IN STRUGGLE 


The Turkish state is escalating its attacks on revolutionaries. Over 
April 16-17, 11 suspected members of Dev Sol (Revolutionary Left) 
were shot dead in Istanbul. In Turkish Kurdistan, state forces shot 
dead 30 people. Six or seven were members of the Kurdish Workers’ 
Party (PKK), the rest civilians. Tanks and helicopter gunships are 
being used with impunity against the Kurdish people. In addition, the 
Turkish state uses South American style death squads against Turkish 
revolutionaries and Kurdish nationalists. Kurdish workers in London 
protesting against this have been brutally attacked by British police, 
with many hospitalised. Since April 17, 50 Kurdish people have been 
on hunger strike in protest against these massacres, demanding 
recognition of the right to self determination, something both the 
British and Turkish states are committed to opposing by force of arms. 
Support the hunger strike at 11 Portland Gardens, London N4. The 
hunger strike committee can be contacted on 081-880 1759. SQ 

On Saturday April 18, Hands Off Ireland! marched to commemorate the 
1916 Easter Rising in Dublin and to demand troops out now. The march 
went through Brent East, where CPGB candidate Anne Murphy stood 
in the general election, against Ken Livingstone. We went straight from 
the election into the demo, with just over a week to build it. Unlike 
Livingstone’s rather dubious ‘republicanism’, our support for Irish 
freedom means we call for troops out now, and organising to make that 
a reality. The march took 
place, not only directly 
after the election, but in 
the face of police pressure 
to cancel it because of the 
Staples Corner bomb of 
the previous Saturday, 
which had occurred just 
up the road from the 
march’s route, and 
against fascist threats of 
attack (who, in the event. Marching for Irish freedom on no 
wisely thought better of it messing politics 
and failed to show). Anne 

| Murphy, speaking at the rally in Kilbum, made the point that at such 
I a time it is even more important to make clear which side we are on, 
to raise the slogan “for the IRA, against the British army”. HOI! did on 
April 18. and will continue to do so in all its campaigning. The mass 
movement that we need can only be built by confronting imperialism 
I when the going gets tough, not by digging in until 'better days’. AM 



T HIS YEAR, the leadership 
of the Party - the Provisional 
Central Committee - has set 
a target of £70,000. This 
will cover the costs of our general elec¬ 
tion intervention, our publication of the 
Communism Lives! scries and our 
European conference in Edinburgh in 
December of this year. These and other 
Party actions place tremendous strains 
on the financial resources of our or¬ 
ganisation. 

This is why the target for this 
year’s Offensive is some two and a 
third times bigger than any previous 
Offensive. It is not an extravagant, 
throwaway figure that arbitrarily 
popped into the minds of PCC 
members: it is the basic minimum that 
our organisation requires to fulfil the 
tasks that we have recognised life itself 
posing to us. 

The initial period of this year's 
Offensive has been extraordinarily 
hard for comrades. Other Party actions 
- in particular the general election cam¬ 
paign - have absorbed time and di¬ 
verted them from money-making. 

And what brilliant successes the 
Party has scored in the course of the 
first four months of this year! Every 
serious target we set ourselves for the 
general election, we achieved. 

We stood the candidates we wanted 
to stand in the areas we wanted to 
stand them. Our propaganda battle plan 
worked, from the near quarter of a 
million individually addressed election 
communications to the relaunch of the 
Daily Worker. The establishment of a 
functioning Party press was a major 
step forward, promising a greatly 
expanded range of Party publications 
in the future at a fraction of current 
costs. An impressive range of stunts 
gave our Party a high profile in the 
course of the campaign, taking the 
name and ideas of the Party to literally 
millions of workers. 

These have been important ad¬ 
vances for our Parly. But they have 
been won at the expense of literally 
tens of thousands of comrade hours of 
detailed, singfctnindcd work. Nothing 
was presented 'on a plate’ for any of 


our comrades. The period of the 1992 
general election campaign has been the 
most intense, the most exhausting, the 
most rewarding that our organisation 
has ever been through. 

Inevitably, the Party Offensive had 
to take a back scat in some ways dur¬ 
ing this stretch of the hardest work the 
Party has ever undertaken. Now. com¬ 
rades must build on the tremendous 
successes of the first part of the year to 
storm the £70,000 target of the 1992 
Offensive. The 9th Communist Party 
Offensive now needs the undivided 
attention of all comrades. 

With just over three months to go, 
the Party needs to get its hands on 
£52,000. Urgently. We have outstand¬ 
ing bills from the first part of the year 
that must be met if the Party’s work is 
not to be crippled throughout 1992. We 
have to raise money at a rate of nearly 
£3,500 a week to make sure to win. 

Pledges from comrades for this first 
half of the Offensive amount to near 
£25,000. A new set of pledges will be 
taken at a special meeting on Sunday 
May 3 at a venue in London (write or 
phone for details). These new targets 
must take the Party within striking 
distance of the £70,000 figure (a mini¬ 
mum, remember). 

The key to winning this year’s 
Offensive is to bring the same aggres¬ 
sive spirit of enterprise and innovation 
to it that comrades displayed in the 
course of the general election cam¬ 
paign. We were not daunted by the 
huge Tory, Labour or Liberal Democrat 
political machines wc faced. Whether 
it was in the form of egging our Tory 
opponents, trailing pompous Labour 
MPs with megaphones or some aggres¬ 
sive and effective door step canvassing 
work, our Party showed its fighting 
mettle. 

Thus, comrades must be aggressive 
- turn outwards! We must cast our net 
as widely as possible for contributors 
to the Party's fundraising efforts. The 
struggle that our organisation is wag¬ 
ing is not a narrow one for the intellec¬ 
tual benefit of a few ‘hardliners’. On 
our success in the fight to reforge the 
Communist Party of Great Britain 


depends the success of the working 
class itself. 

This must reflect itself in the range 
of people we approach for support. 

A recent donation to the 9th Com¬ 
munist Party Offensive from Hatfield 
Main pit in the beleaguered Yorkshire | 
Area National Union of Mineworkers. | 
on the verge of a bitter strike against | 
privatisation and job losses, illustrates 
this point beautifully. 

On the other hand, the fading New i 
Communist Parly - in the dumpy, 
apolitical form of its general secretary 
Eric Trevett - turn to diplomatic inter- | 
nationalism/prostitution in order to re¬ 
plenish its party coffers. A recent New 
Worker eulogy to Kirn II Sung, the 
North Korean leader, penned by Eric 
himself is clearly designed to earn more 
than praise from the "great leader' 

Speaking for our Party, we prefer 
the donations of the miners of York¬ 
shire, even if they cannot cobble to¬ 
gether as much as Kim could (if he 
thought it worth his while, which we 
doubt). 

So it is good news to hear that 
comrades are now planning car bool 
sales to kiss goodbye to some of their 
dwindling collection ol consumer 
durables; that some fulltimers are plan¬ 
ning to laugh in the face ot the reces¬ 
sion and ’launch’ themselves onto the 
labour market and that most others 
have various money making schemes 
up their sleeves ranging from book 
sales to 'Marx and Lenin London 
walks’ to catch the tourist trade. 

But at the same time, we urge 
comrades not to just look to them¬ 
selves. Despite the period of reaction, 
our general election campaign showed 
that there arc potentially thousands of 
workers out there who can be won to 
support their Party. As with all previous 
Parly Offensives, the 9th must see us 
fight to turn outwards, for donations to 
the Party from all partisans of working 
class struggle. 

Work, creativity and initiative for 
the 9th Party Offensive! 

Forward to a reforged Communist 
Party! 

Mark Fischer 


Yorkshire area of the National Union of Mineworkers has voted for 
strike action, for the first time since the Great Strike. The decision was 
taken in response to British Coal’s introduction of private contractors. 
About one quarter of the NUM’s members are private contractors, 
with total union membership at 40,000, as compared with 200,000 
before the 1984-5 strike. British Coal is accelerating what Hatton 
Main branch delegate. Dave Douglass, called “creeping privatisation”. 
Where contractors were introduced befre through voluntary redun¬ 
dancies, Armthorpe miners found they had them forced on them 
through involuntary redundancy. In February over 70% voted tor 
strike action. British Coal won an injunction against this, for technical 
reasons, and the men were re-balloted. This time, over 80% voted for 
action. Yet. before the election, the area leadership was slow to 
respond with support for Armthorpe. They did not want to embarrass 
Labour with a show of workers’ militancy. So Armthorpe was left 
isolated until after the election, when an area ballot was taken. One 
excuse made was that the union wanted to avoid confusion between an 
election and a strike ballot! Miners should be wary of a leadership that 
sacrifices workers’ solidarity to the Labour Party. You can guarantee 
it will not return the favour. As we warned in the Daily Worker before 
the election, although one day strikes will hit British Coal when it 
needs to increase reserves, it is quite capable of sacrificing short term 
profit for the political gain of smashing the NUM. as it tried in the 
Great Strike. Miners must be prepared to up the stakes, drawing in 
support from other workers where necessary, particularly in related 
transport and power areas. DR 


Cash flow crisis 


While I am out selling The Leninist, customers 
sometimes give me a questioning look when I ask 
them for 50p. I explain that it costs much more 
than 50p to produce our paper, and that we are 
subsidising the price. Usually they take the paper 
and give me a donation as well. Roughly half our 
costs have to be met this way, hence our £600 
monthly fighting fund. The extra bills mentioned 
in the last issue led to a real crisis, where for a 
few hours we had no money to dispatch the 
papers to our readers and sellers. Fortunately, 
your donations came to the rescue, and already 
we have over £500 for April. Special thanks to 
MM, TD, TR and JS for your contributions. 
Vernon Douglas 
Fund organiser 
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Politics of the future 

The communist election fight put our politics forward as the only real alternative 
to (labour, Tory and the whole capitalist-system 



Picket of Labour’s election press conference, commemorating the election of Bobby Sands 
on April 9 1981: communists made sure Ireland was an election issue 


S OME SAID it could not be done. Many 
others said it certainly should not have been 
done. But the Provisional Central Commit¬ 
tee of the CPGB's intervention in the elec¬ 
tions both tested and developed our comrades. 

It has become something of a truism within our 
organisation that, in politics, there is no such thing 
as staying still. A truism maybe, but still true, nev¬ 
ertheless. If you try and tread water, you end up being 
swept backwards with the current. We swam against 
the tide in this election. While the bourgeoisie would 
rather bury us - again - most of the left just call to 
vote Labour, and even some of our more distant sym¬ 
pathisers called for less ambitious action, we knew 
it was vital to take on this election. 

The list of 'socialists' and 'revolutionaries' that 


call for an alternative to Labour, and then go on to 
call for a vote for it, is as long as your arm. Think: 
faced with a rightwing Labour Party, that makes no 
real pretence at being socialist; faced with a working 
class where even its best elements have parliamen¬ 
tary illusions, what better way of building the alter¬ 
native is there than to put its programme, its politics, 
against yours at election time? What worse way 
could there be than vacating the political arena - 
cither by calling for a vote for Labour or just by 
abstaining - when these questions are posed on a 
mass level at election time? 

For us. this seems obvious. For the mass of the 
left, with its deep rooted belief that its own politics 
are unrealistic, the reverse is true. 

We were told by leftists supporting the Labour 


Party that standing against it would alienate us from 
the mass of the working class. The same people that 
told us this tended to disappear during the election, 
or get subsumed within Labour's electoral strategy. 
In other words, they were irrelevant not only to the 
mass of the working class, but to everyone except 
themselves. We. on the other hand, were able to 
address millions of working class people (sec 'Elec¬ 
tion revolt', below). Where the Revolutionary' this. 
'Socialist' that and 'Workers' the other hid behind 
Kinnock's podium, or waved 'vote Labour' posters 
behind Major's soap box. many people arc now 
aware of the significance of the letters CPCiB that 
were not before. Creating that audience for revolu¬ 
tionary politics was an important task, that only our 
organisation seriously addressed in the election. 

What use is the rest of the left going to be in 
representing the working class, if it is even ashamed 
to stand under its own banner in something as 
mundane as a bourgeois election? 

We did not just confront the Labour leadership, 
but also the Labour left. Ken Livingstone, now after 
the crown of Labour's leading lefty (and backed by 
The Sun in his campaign for Labour leader), was 
shocked to find a CPGB candidate running against 
him. Why"* Wasn't he a good socialist? Isn't he 
outspoken against his party's leadership, and more 
than a little risque on Ireland? 

We confronted this sham head on. We had said 
before hand that if he stood on basic minimum 
demands for working class rights, we would gladly 
support him. One of these demands was for troops 
out of Ireland now. Livingstone refused, point blank. 
After arguing that Ireland was not an issue for Brit¬ 
ain to decide on. he called for the withdrawal of 
troops in the lifetime of one Labour parliament. In 
other words, Ireland turns out to be an issue for the 
British state to decide on. as far as Livingstone is 
concerned: it decides how and when it gets out. For 
the Labour left, getting the troops out of Ireland is 
conditional on the ability of a Labour government to 
do it gradually and peacefully. For communists, the 
demand for troops out now is unconditional. 

Every step of the way. the I-a hour left shows itself 


tied to the imperialist Labour Party, and through that 
to the imperialist British state. Communists have no 
hesitation in standing against the sham of reformist 
'socialism' and 'anti-imperialism'. There was no 
blurring the distinction: if you want to cany on with 
the illusion that you can tinker with the system, vote 
Livingstone. If you believe we need a new system, 
vote Murphy and get active! 

And. of course, we confronted all those 'revolu¬ 
tionary alternatives' on the left that are no alternative. 

We were pleased with the campaign: we set 
ourselves a minimum beforehand, and went way 
beyond it. despite few resources. The lessons learnt 
through this were invaluable, giving us experience we 
would otherwise not have gained, that can be em¬ 
ployed in many areas of our work. 

Our votes were not massive: Tam Bum (Glasgow 
Central). 106: Mark Fischer (Rhondda), 245; Stan 
Kelsey (Bethnal Green and Stepney), 156, and Anne 
Murphy (Brent East), 96. But we never expected a 
mass vote for communism under today’s conditions. 
What we warned was to show there is a fighting 
answer to capitalism, that communism did not go 
down with the Berlin Wall. And this was put forward 
on a national basis, with communist candidates in 
Scotland. England and Wales. 

We have not won the argument: that will not be 
won under these conditions in the course of one 
election, but in practice by the mass of the working 
class. Tlie significant thing is that we began to put it 
back on the agenda. 

Mass propaganda allowed us to address the 
minority within the working class who are sick of all 
the old crap, and w ho arc locking for answers. Our 
organisation will keep hammering home the only real 
answer of communism; in theory and increasingly in 
practice. 

Putting off the fig.*; :oday just makes it harder 
tomorrow. The time to stand up for the politics of the 
future is now The election is over, but the fight is 
only beginning. Join us and make sure that this fu¬ 
ture comes all the sooner. 

Alan Merrik 


Election revolt 


We threw all our resources 
never before achieved. But 


into the election campaign, working at a level we had 
this is only the beginning 


U 




R evolting again!" was the 

caption under The Independent's 
quarter page photo and report of 
the launch of our manifesto and 
the Daily Worker outside the Westminster parlia¬ 
ment. This message was also hammered into the 
listeners of Radio 4 news that very night where 
comments from our election candidates were re¬ 
peated from our press conference every hour through¬ 
out the night. 

Revolting? How very true! Our aim in this elec¬ 
tion was to reclaim and rebuild the Communist Party 
of Great Britain. To take our history from those who 
so readily proclaimed it dead, and to present to the 
workers of Britain a real working class alternative to 
the bourgeois Labour Party. The main illusion for the 
working class is that the Labour Party was an alter¬ 
native to the Conservatives; that somehow Kinnock 
would be a better bet than Major. Our task was to ex¬ 
plode and destroy that myth. We had no millionaires 
filling our coffers, nor the block vote backing from 
the bureaucrats who meet once a month in Congress 
House. We ran our campaign on a shoestring, but 
with a lot of imagination and sheer hard graft from 
our comrades we managed to achieve a leap towards 
reforging the CPGB. 

As soon as the election date was announced we 
threw ourselves head first into a flurry of activity. 


Within two weeks, our brief was to get our politics 
across to as many people as possible. To take every 
opportunity and opening to make our interventions, 
whether knocking on doors or taking pan in radio and 
television programmes. To attack, to argue, to debate 
and to agitate. This was the time when the vast 
majority of workers in this country actually turn to 
the political debate. For those of us who took part in 
this campaign it was a most intense, testing and 
educational period. At times stressful, exhausting and 
frustrating, having said that I believe that we came 
away better equipped and far more motivated by the 
experience. 

We produced the Daily Worker, a national com¬ 
munist daily. It was our communicator to the class, 
a weapon to be used. A tool that we intend to use 
again. Our printers stayed up to the early hours of the 
morning so that editions could be produced for the 
next day (more of that achievement in other pages of 
this paper). Our election manifestos, all 250.000 of 
them had to be individually labelled and sacked for 
the post office; getting people to sit up all night so we 
could meet post office deadlines, dealing with the 
post office and their absurd claims that Stan Kelsey's 
election address to the voters of Bethnal Green was 
an incitement to racial hatred because we advocated 
workers defence corps against racist attacks. 

Later on in the campaign it was a regular occur¬ 


rence that people would come up and say *Tvc read 
your manifesto and I..." agree or disagree; the point 
being is that they had read it. For the first time for 
years, in most cases ever, they had read a piece of 
revolutionary election propaganda. We had started to 
sow the seeds of the future. We made sure that the 
local radio and local papers gave coverage to our 
candidates. In the Willesden and Brent Chronicle. 
Brent East CPGB candidate Anne Murphy was intro¬ 
duced to the electorate under the title of "Defending 
the working class". Stan Kelsey explained to the 
listeners of Capital Radio why communism is not 
dead, again introducing to many for first time a real 
alternative for young workers. 

It was not just John Major who got the soap box 
out. communists in all our constituencies got out 
megaphones to blast our message home and to dis¬ 
tribute the Daily Worker, heads turning with curios¬ 
ity and surprise that the Communist Party lives on. 

Rounds of public meetings organised by commu¬ 
nity groups, residents associations, etc, where our 
candidates were asked where they stood on every¬ 
thing from parking restrictions to unemployment and 
housing! In one such meeting in Brent East. BBC 
TV's Newsroom South East screened Ken Living¬ 
stone’s absurd paranoia in accusing Communist Party 
members of being MI5 agents! We had no need to 
trade in such filth, we had a far greater weapon. We 


had the truth that for all the claims to the contrary, 
the Labour Party is a bosses' party. 

n 


Labour’s inability to debate was also shown in 
Scotland when Tam Dean Bum was physically 
removed from a meeting where Roy Hattcrsley re¬ 
fused to discuss the war in Ireland. Tam was filmed 
by BBC Scotland being removed still challenging 
him from the floor. 

Anne Murphy was also setting the pace at an open 
debate between the parties on Greater London Radio: 
only the Communist Party was able to state that it 
had the policy and the courage to demand the smash¬ 
ing of the Prevention of Terrorism Act and the 
unconditional withdrawal of crown forces from the 
Six Counties. The Labour Party may have had a slick 
public relations team with busses of press olticcrs 
and media watchers, but our candidates could re¬ 
spond to real issues with the truth. 

We stated right from the start that our interven¬ 
tion was to use the bourgeois election for our propa¬ 
ganda: to use its newspapers, radio and television to 
make our claim that communism lives; to equip our 
comrades with experience to take forward our 
struggle to reforge the Communist Party. I believe 
that we succeeded in our aims. We can be justifiably 
proud of that achievement and take whai we have 
learnt from this brief period for use in the future. 

John Traven 










a mass 


After the much publicised court-imposed suf¬ 
ferings of the Birmingham Six, Guildford Four 
and Tottenham Three, no ordinary person in 
Britain has any admiration for the courts. After 
we have seen the NUM, the National Union of 
Seamen and the print unions legally robbed of 
their funds and assets, no trade unionist imagines 
they will find justice from the scarlet robed and 
bewigged representatives of the boss class. 

It is one thing to Tight the bosses in the bosses’ 
courts - of course w ithout any illusions or expec¬ 
tations. It is something else entirely for one or¬ 
ganisation in the working class movement to drag 
another through the courts. 

The basis for the demands and threats of the 
Morning Star, a non-Partv publication, rests ex¬ 
clusively on bourgeois property rights. Our right 
to use the title rests exclusively on the revolution¬ 
ary politics of the propertyless. 

The Daily Worker was Tirst published in 1930, 
as the paper of the Communist Party of Great 
Britain. Over the next few years it developed a 
record of international solidarity, class struggle 
and militant communism second to none. 

There was a price to pay. In 1930 members of 
the Daily Worker's staff were prosecuted by the 
Labour government’s attorney general, William 
Jowitt, and jailed by a “bewigged puppet" for 
inciting mutiny. The same happened in 1931 after 
the Invergordon Mutiny, latter that year, five 
members of our Party stood for parliament from 
their prison cells (including Shaukat Usmani, who 
was in prison in India). 

As can be seen from our Daily Worker, it is that 
tradition we stand on. 

The Morning Star stands on a different tradi¬ 
tion, the anti-Communist Parly tradition ofliqui- 
dationism. Despite fierce opposition, the revision¬ 
ists who led our Party closed dow n th - Daily 
Worker in 1966. Their Morning Star, w hich re¬ 
placed it, claimed to “incorporate” the Daily 
Worker. In fact it was firmly orientated to the 
right, to reformism and the belief that socialism 


Now wc arc not the sort of organisation that rushes 
oft to the bosses’ courts to settle political questions. 
We have more direct and principled ways of work¬ 
ing. 

So. on Tuesday April 7. directly after a Hands Off 
lreland!/CPGB picket of the Labour Party press 
conference, highlighting the election of Bobby Sands 
to parliament on April 9 1981, our comrades carried 
out a token, half liour occupation of the Morning Star 
offices. 

The Morning Star reported this the next day: 
“‘Leninists’ intimidate Star women workers”. Its 
readers were told that this was because of the PPPS's 
“refusal to concede their group's right to use the 
name Daily Worker*'. 

Neither of these points arc true. Firstly, there was 
only one female member of staff in the building that 
wc saw at the time. She shot straight upstairs to 
phone the police, then stopped there and was not seen 
again. It is difficult to ’intimidate' someone you have 
no contact with 

On trie other hand, the female comrade in charge 
of our occupation was set upon by both CPB national 
organiser and ex-doorman for the Euros. Nidge 
l oves and CPB executive committee member John 
I laylett. All die Slur does is, besides lie. show its own 
sexist prejudice about 'poor wee defenceless 
women'. 

The Star also says it ’’declined to press charges”. 

- 1 ( test here: there was no basis at all 
to press charge^ as the police called by the Star 
admitted when we confronted them. But when a key 

■ 1 missing during the course of the occupation, we 
were threatened with being charged, carried oil to the 
re irest station and strip searched ! When asked if this 
was with the agreement of the Star, the officer in 
charge replied ’’yes’' 

But then you really should not expect more from 
1 s . a* s and coppers’ narks at the Star. If they are 
!’■ i-t'-rc. «> .vc us jailed, what is strip searching to 


Newspaper of the Communist Party of Great Britain 


Workers of the World Unite! 


ihat regarding the ''refusal” of the 
'efuse' u^ what they like, it is no 


Communist action reported in the communist daily: one of the first of many 


During th 
we CcT 

trial re la 


will come Ihrough class collaboration and thi 
existing state. 

Not surprisingly then, the Morning Suit back-si 
and enlhused about Gorbachev and i orbache 
vism. it provided no sort of a militant ieud over 
crucial issues such as Ireland, the KG, the ]>o!I tax 
and the miners' Great Strike. Again not surpris- 


s i n off our nose. But threatening us with the courts. 

: s inon of ou r organisation's resources and 
_ .omradcs is something different alto- 

.! the Star threatened us with, and that 
w has it omits to tel: its declining circle of readers. I 
tint was the reason for our occupation. 



ingly, today it tails behind Kinnock'.-. Labour 
Party and refuses to support Communist Party 
parliamentary candidates. 

The Morning Star is entitled to its opinions and 
politics. But wc too are entitled to fight llieni. I his 
we will do using the tried and tested methods of 
the working class - centrally, open ideological 
struggle. 

In that spirit we say it should not lie a judge in 
the bourgeois courts who decides who has the 
right to the Daily Worker title. Let the working 
class decide. That was the case in Russia hack in 
1912. 

Lenin and the Bolsheviks began publication of 
Pravda, in spite of the fact that Trotsky was al¬ 
ready publishing a paper with the very same 
name. Whatever Trotsky’s faults, he had no 
To the working class: thought of taking out an injunction. 

The relaunch of the Daily Worker on March 25 Tony Chater, Mary Rosser and other Morning 
1992 by the Communist Party of Great Britain Star hacks have no intention of relaunching the 

was widely welcomed. It was a great step forward Daily Worker. They want to preserve their prop- 

for the cause of the working class and communism er j v rights. We w ant to use it for the working class 

in Britain. and the struggle for communism. 

Of course, we always made clear that the paper iTe People’s Press Printing Society might have 
would only be published during the course of the bourgeois law on its side. But on our side we have 

general election campaign. Nevertheless it was militant history and working class morality, 
also stated that the general election Daily Worker The Morning Star anti-Communist Party 
was a brilliant pointer to the future - to the future group can use the courts against us in the spirit of 

communist daily paper that will serve and fully ] an MacGregor and Rupert Murdoch, they can 

reflect the class struggles and socialist aspirations have us fined, imprisoned for contempt. If they do 

of workers in Britain. so they w ill earn the contempt and hatred of all 

It was therefore a shock to receive a letter militant workers and socialists, 
dated March 30 from the solicitors or the Peoples’ We propose that the matter or the Daily 

Press Printing Society, the publishers or the Worker title be settled by a panel of three or five 

Morning Star, demanding that wc “desist from mutually agreed ‘judges’ from the working class 

using the title Daily Worker". Worse, it threatened movement. If the Morning Star wants to be re- 

to seek a court injunction against us and to claim Kar( j e d as still being in the working class move- 

legal costs if we did not “halt publication forth- mcn , ; t „,ust choose: either the ‘justice’ of the 

wjth » ’ class enemy, or the justice or the working class. 

From those who claim to be partisans or the We await their reply, 
working class, this is a disgusting move. The Provisional Central Committee 
courts are not neutral arbiters or justice. They are Communist Parly or Great Britain 
an integral component part or the state - the April 4 1992 
capitalist state. 


1 .'trough years of snuggle lo reforge our CPGB on 
t eninisl principles, wc have won the moral and 
pootie.il right to the best traditions of our Party. The 
Labourite M rmns Star. and CPB. arc the dregs of 
as w rsi. Thc> may have the right to it as 'property' 
i •x.urgcois iw. But. then, the Daily Worker at its 
best ciivered effective blows to such ‘right’. 

And it will again. 

Alan Merrik 
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Livingstone storms out 
of meeting. Communist 
rout Labour— 
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Six bads issues of the relaunched Daily 
Worker, revolutionary agitator and collec¬ 
tors items! £10, cheques made out to No¬ 
vember Publications. 
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OUR HISTORY 


three bridges and climb two mountains. 
And they arc real mountains - not 
"home made mountains" as Ernie 
Brown christened the coal-tips! Our 
speaking campaign would have been 
physically impossible but for the trans¬ 
port available in the form of two cars, 
latterly supplemented by a motor cycle 
and side car. These were put at the 
disposal of the Party by that most en¬ 
thusiastic of Bolsheviks, Jim Shand of 
Salford. At least half of the votes we 
gained were made possible by Jim 
Shand. You will perhaps have seen 
references in the press to "Bolshevik 
emissaries rushing through the lanes of 
the Caerphilly division in expensive 
cars" - and in a way they told the truth. 
They were perhaps not specially expen¬ 
sive cars to stan but by the time they 
had bumped and thumped over some of 
the vilest roads ever discovered with 
eight or ten crowded into what the 
maker fondly thought was space for six 
- the whole team keeping themselves 
cheerful with the ‘Red Rag - , the 'Inter¬ 
national' and shouts of “All Power to 
the Workers" or "Up the Bolshies!" - 
they will be expensive to mend. The 
only thing on our side that equalled 
Bob Stewart on the platform was Jim 
Shand’s driving through the dark back 
into Caerphilly. 

And now that it is all over and the 
result declared what can we offer as our 
excuse for raiding in? We lost our 
deposits, we spent all the money there 
was. and all we had as individuals on 
top of it. What did we get in return? 

We gained this. We went into an 
area in which the reaction and despair 
following upon the failure on the 
miners’ struggle had left the workers 
hopeless and broken. We found the 
best men in the district loaded with 
debts, their jobs refused them, their 
homes threatened by the landlords 
greedy for arrears of rent (in the middle 
of the campaign our sub-agent Dai 
Davies had a judgment given against 
him in the county court, so that his 
work had to be done under the strain of 
fear of a distraint upon his home!). 

Into this psychology of gloom and 
despair we carried our revolutionary 
slogans just when the miserable pi¬ 
geon ivered 'Labour' crew were be¬ 
ginning to chant their chorus of "Leave 
it to parliament - direct action is never 
any good". We raided in first we routed 
the gang of whiners and then we roused 
the enthusiasm of those w ho had lost 
heart and hope. 

We put the light back into the eyes 
of men who were leaden with despair, 
and a spring into the walk of young 
men. We brought a resurrection of the 
fighting spirit. We shamed even the 
Labour crew into making a show of 
fighting and we left behind us not only 
a spirit and a will but the beginnings of 
an organisation which will make the 
boss class remember w ith fury our Red 
Raid on Caerphilly. 

When the poll closed at 8pm we 
held our meetings in aid of the Russian 
famine victims. After these had closed 
we waited in the streets or in the rooms 
for the figures - passing the time at a 
sing song presided over by the inimi¬ 
table Gnllachcr. And on the morrow we 
departed in Jim Shand’s car to catch 
the train at Newport. 

And as we went through streets and 
lanes over the hills and down the val¬ 
leys at every sixth door man. woman, 
or child or altogether cheered at sight 
of the red flag flying and answered our 
slogan with shouts of “Up the Red!" 
and “Bravo Bob Stewart!” 

It we can do what we did in Caer¬ 
philly with the odds there were against 
us the triumph of the rebel workers is 
in sight 

The Communist September 3 1921 


■ The post election Socialist 
Worker of April 18 makes 
grim reading. The conclusion is 
that there needs to be “a fight¬ 
ing socialist alternative to La¬ 
bour". So what does this entail? 
Not much, judging from an or¬ 
ganisation whose alternative to 
Labour during the election was 
... standing behind John Major's 
soap box waving "vote Labour" 
placards. SW even opposes PR 
because it would rule out a La¬ 
bour majoriry - as an alternative 
to Lenin, who argued that it 
would increase the chance of 
getting communist MPs. Now 
we always thought that alterna¬ 
tive meant something different. 
The SWP's alternative sounds a 
bit like Henry Ford’s colour 
scheme on the Model T: “You 
can have any colour you like, 
just so long as it’s black". 


T HE CPGB entered its first 
parliamentary battle in the 
Caerphilly bye-election of 
August 1921. The death of 
Alfred Onions, a right-wing Labour 
MP and official of the South Wales 
Miners’ Federation led to a three 
cornered fight between communist. 
Labour and Coalition (the Tory/Lib- 
eral government) candidates. 

The canfpaign was not without 
incident. The CPGB’s agent was re¬ 
fused election documents and a copy 
of the electoral register by the local 
council clerk. Bob Stewart, our can¬ 
didate, was still in prison for his part 
in a miners demonstration, and was 
only released part way through the 
campaign. A welcome boost came 
w hen the whole local Labour Party 
committee in Bedlinog resigned and 
pledged themselves to work for the 
CPGB. 

The Party’s weekly paper carried 
the following moving account of the 
battle, penned by TA Jackson. 


covered and the want of the requisite 
number of canvassers. Those we had 
worked like cart-horses with splendid 
effect; but they were swamped in the 
flood the Labour crowds were able to 
mobilise. The Coalition mranwhile 
conserved their strength in the bour¬ 
geois quarters. 

So enthusiastic and apparently 
unanimously were the cheers that 
greeted our speakers that quite a num¬ 
ber of proletarians conceived the notion 
that Bob Stewart was as good as 
elected. Their enthusiasm carried into 
the pit was contagious and our audi¬ 
ences swelled to enormous dimensions. 
And however big might be the great 
gun on the Labour platform when our 
boys had to speak in competition with 
them it was the rarest of rare things for 
our audience to be the smaller. As for 
the Coalition they abandoned the 
streets altogether so furious was the 
storm of proletarian contempt roused 
by their efforts. 

While it was wrong to interpret this 
oratorical success as a portent of elec¬ 
toral triumph it would be absurd to 
write it off as of no importance. In 
point of fact it was the outstanding fact 
of the election. That ’Bolshevik’ speak¬ 
ers would venture into the open at all 
was sensation enough. That they should 
without waiting to be accused boldly 
adopt the title as a badge of honour and 
go on to hold their own with anything 
and everything in the nature of argu- 
but an ment, opposition and interruption was, 
s, and to many, simply astounding. Crowds 
ir can- came first of all out of sheer curiosity; 
it and they remained from interest and rc- 
ong as turned night after night with intcnsify- 
ie raid ing enthusiasm. The official Labour 
i Gla- speakers, and in a lesser degree those 
Up the of the Coalition were well-known by 
lildrcn repute. Those of the Communist Party 
‘We'll were unknown men - except in a few 
cases, and those known only to a few of 
tad to the ILP. Before die election closed the 
was a Communist Party speakers had earned 
I one - on all sides the repute of the finest team 
olshic of speakers ever sent into an election. 
:tarian And those who knew all of them inti- 
onclu- mately agreed that each one of them 
gn we excelled himself - and when a team that 
in the includes, to name only a few of the 
ter the better known, William Paul, William 
!0cars Gallacher, Helen Crawford, Joe 
of the Vaughan, Bert Joy, Walter Ncwbold, 
edex- Harry Webb, Arthur Macmanus and 
ty had the candidate Bob Stewart himself - 
cdlcd, when these and others like them excel 
'Don’t themselves only those who know them 
oused at their best can imagine the sort of 
unism meetings to which Caerphilly was 
o the treated. 

I record for what it is worth the 
and a opinion of a not unfriendly journalist 
;m the with whom I fraternised during a thirst 
swept spell. “Your members are too good; 
ised to and they arc doing their work too well. 

They are smashing up whatever chance 
led in the Coalition crowd had of working the 
in the patriotic stunt, and at the same time 
press, these are creating a real fear that the 
d Co- Coalition will slip on a split vote. You 
except arc frightening the Labour crowd into 
:h the working as they had never worked 
which before, and at the same time you arc 
of our making voters whose class conscious- 
littlc ness is just far enough roused to make 
y very the name (Labour) attractive but not 
to be enough to make them whole hog com¬ 


munists”. The result certainly lends 
plausibility to that view. 

Ramsey MacDonald in the spleen of 
his mean soul has asserted that wc 
conspicuously avoided any attack on 
the Coalition. No lie could be grosser or 
meaner. Harry Webb challenged a 
Coalition speaker who interrupted him 
to debate and a meeting was arranged 
for Abcrtridcr. The hour arrived but the 
Coalition speaker was missing. William 
Paul taunted a Coalition MP on his 
platform in Caerphilly and played with 
him before one of the largest crowds I 
have ever seen in the open. Gallachcr's 
massacre of a group of Coalition speak¬ 
ers headed by Captain Gee VC. was a 
thing to dream about for a lifetime, and 
the happiest hour Bob Stewart has spent 
for a long time was the one during 
which a Coalition MP who had chal¬ 
lenged him had to sit listening to his 
reply. 

It is a lie to say as Macdonald says 
that we avoided tackling the Coalition; 
but there is a reason for his utterance. 
The only Communist speech he listened 
to was driven into him by Sandy 
Ritchie, the Lanarkshire miner, whom 
fate had pitched alongside of him at 
Taff s Well. That speech was. as it had 
to be, about the labour Party in general 
and Ramsey Macdonald in particular - 
it will be a long t'me before Mac for 
gets it; he will never forgive it. 

Apart from open-air meetings and a 
little canvassing wc employed the 
weapon of literature. First of all was 
The Communist on sale at the regular 
price. Then two issues of an election 
supplement to The Communist : the first 
sold at a penny, and the second distrib¬ 
uted gratis. For these latter, chief credit 
is due to the indefatigable AE Cook. 
Then there was the elcetion address 
consisting of an abbreviated version of 
the address to the workers of Caerphilly 
from The Communist of August 13. The 
great practical problem was the folding 
addresses and enveloping of this ad¬ 
dress in time for one to be posted to 
each elector and this was made possible 
by a team of as fine a band of real 
workers as could possibly have been 
gathered together. There were not many 
of them but they came from all the 
surrounding districts - from the 
Rhondda, from the Western Valley of 
Monmouthshire, from Cardiff, from 
Bristol. Sheffield and London and 
under the command of comrades 
Brown (of Shipley), Dai Davies (of 
Bargoed). Hawkins and Shaw they 
worked wonders. They were of all ages, 
all proletarians and (if truth must be 
told) mostly unemployed and therefore 
broke. They messed together in the 
committee rooms and a goodly number 
of them slept at night on the floor. To 
come home late, weary and hoarse 
from a round of meetings to find this 
proletarian bunch getting ready their 
“shake downs" for the night was like 
walking into a picture from John 
Reed’s Ten Days that Shook the World. 
They were a great bunch of the real 
fighting staff. Communism has reason 
to be proud of its rank and file. 

Then there was the difficulty of 
transportation. To get from village to 
village in the Caerphilly division means 
climbing three mountains and crossing 
two bridges except when you cross 


■ The Revolutionary Com¬ 
munist Group's election 
(not very) special says of revo¬ 
lutionary organisations, includ¬ 
ing ourselves, who stood candi¬ 
dates in the election: “They are 
unlikely to get media coverage, 
unlikely to meet, let alone de¬ 
bate with, other candidates” ... 
and so it goes on. What we got 
was a quarter of a million elec¬ 
tion manifestos anil election 
addresses mailed, plus debates 
up and down the country with 
candidates - some on TV, some 
on radio - numerous features in 
national and local press... Shail 
we continue? There are none so 
blind as those who will not see. 
But then no one ever accused 
the RCG of excessive clarity. 


To write the story of the Caerphilly 
bye-election is not easy. The stage is 
too crowded, the issues too vast, and 
the upshot too complex to permit a 
description in a few cold or flaming 


■ Labour's leading ‘social¬ 
ist’. Ken Livingstone, is 
getting some pretty powerful 
backing: besides the Campaign 
Group and the odds and sods of 
the r-r-revolutionary left, your 
super, soar-away scab Sun, 
employer of Ken, has also 
thrown its weight behind him. 
“Vote for Ken, a real man of the 
people” it says . You can even 
get Sun "Livingstone for Labour 
leader" badges. Now then, Ken, 
what was that you were saying 
about M15 agents? ‘People in 
glass houses', and all that... 


■ Labour loyal Socialist Or¬ 
ganiser did not have much 
to cheer about in the last elec¬ 
tion - apart from the result from 
West Belfast. Gerry Adams, 
president of Sinn Fein, lost to 
the SDLP's Joe Hendron. 
“Good news” crowed SO, de¬ 
spite the fact that the UDA has 
been responsible for Hendron's 
win by its call for a tactical vote 
for him to keep Adams out. SO 
also indicates its support for the 
imperialist initiative the Anglo 
Irish Agreement and its prefer¬ 
ence for the stooge SDLP over 


Labour held the seat with 13,699 
votes, the coalition polled 8,958 while 
the CPGB got off the mark with 
2,592. In the general election a year 
later the Party scored much bigger 
successes, with the election of two 
communist MPs taking the class 
struggle to the heart of the bourgeois 
parliament. 

Compiled by Doug flulme 
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Goodbye to 
the working 
class 


Socialist Review Collective, Unfin¬ 
ished Business: 20 Years of Socialist 
Review. Verso Press, 1991. pp340. no 
price indicated 

THIS ANTHOLOGY of highly aca¬ 
demic articles rivals the Yellow Pages 
in terms of intellectual interest or stimu¬ 
lation. Predictably, it bears about as 
much relation to Marxism as a copy of 
Hansard (and is a lot less' useful for 
communists). 

The absurd hype and trumpet-blow¬ 
ing on the back page gives the game 
away for anyone not already familiar 
with Socialist Review: “When other 
left groups and organisations re¬ 
treated into a depressed sectarianism. 
Socialist Review was elaborating a 
broad based socialism, intended to 
intervene within the mainstream of 
American politics” (my emphasis). 

In other words, it made no attempt 
to link theory to practice and create a 
revolutionary working class organisa¬ 
tion. The authors remained in their 
comfortable academic communities (all 
the authors are highly placed university 
academics) and are more or less content 
to gaze myopically up the imperialist 
anus of the ultra-reactionary Demo¬ 
cratic Party. 

Our beloved 'Marxists’ and post- 
’Marxists' in this book are all out to 
discredit the Marxism of Karl Marx and 
replace it with their very own ‘Marx¬ 
ism’, which is the special preserve of 
thoroughly petty bourgeois intellectuals, 
who have absolutely no desire to over¬ 
throw the bourgeois state. This ‘Marx¬ 
ism’ is safe, smug, sanitised and gutted 
of any working class or revolutionary 
content. 

The intellectual and political devel¬ 
opment of Socialist Review" will come 
as no surprise to anyone familiar with 
academic ‘Marxism’, particularly the 
unlamented Marxism Today and its 
‘leftist’ alter ego, the lamentable Living 
Marxism. 

Socialist Review, which was 
founded in 1970, started off as Social¬ 
ist Revolution, with a clear commitment 
to 'democratic socialism'. This clearly 
gives the game away, as the ideologies 
of Marxism-Leninism and Maoism 
were experiencing a mini-renaissance, 
relatively speaking, among the Ameri¬ 
can left, particularly among the student 
population, at that time. The writers and 
editors of Socialist Review were not 
prepared to challenge anti-communism 
and made preferred the soft option of 
left social democracy instead. 

Even more significant is the name 
change. It was no accident or whim. 
The justification for the name change, 
given in the introduction, starkly illus¬ 
trates that the editorial team had abso¬ 
lutely no interest in working class 
politics: “Socialist Revolution changed 
its name to Socialist Review in 1978, 
after long reflection and considerable 
disagreement within the editorial 
collective about the evolution of the 
left and SR 's place within it. Part of 
this reflection involved concern that 
the use of the word ‘revolution’ could 
cut the journal off from part of its 
potential audience” (p5. Introduction). 

Damned by their own words. The 
"potential audience” talked about here 
is the 'educated', middle class intelli¬ 
gentsia, who fear working class revolu¬ 
tion more than imperialism. This is 
similar to the debate which surrounded 
Marxism Today, as many argued - quite 
logically it must be said - that it would 
increase its circulation if only it ditched 
the offensive ‘M’ word. This is the 
logic of cowards and spineless oppor¬ 
tunists. The major difference, of course, 
being that Marxism Today was the 
theoretical journal of the ‘official’ 
CPGB, hence it could not abandon its 
name so cavalierly. Socialist Revoltt- 
tionJReview never had that problem, 


since it never had any connection with 
any working class organisation (as a 
point of political orinciple. it must be 
said). 

Unsurprisingly, armed with its new 
name. SR turned towards Europe and 
Eurocommunism, as it admired the way 
the Italian, French and Spanish commu¬ 
nist parties were “working on innova¬ 
tive theories for transcending capital¬ 
ism democratically” (ibid). SR's poli¬ 
tics rapidly mutated from Herbert 
Marcuse inspired New Leftism to 
‘Gramscian' inspired Democratic Left¬ 
ism. 

This sterile book is infested with all 
the ‘buzz’ words, terms and phrases that 
bring instant delight to the Nina 
Temples of this world and induce in¬ 
stant yawning in any communist. 
Feminism, postfeminism, postindustri- 
alism, oost-Fordism, post-Stalinism, 
post-’Marx ism’, posistrueturalism. 
sexual politics, discourse, interdis- 
coursc, community, identity, empower¬ 
ment, hegemony, diversity, economism, 
transformation, grassroots organisa¬ 
tions, autonomous social movements, 
personal politics - to name just a few 
old 'favourites' - clutter the text like 
uncxploded land mines. 

SR's only ‘virtue’ is the fact that it is 
explicit about its anti-communist trajec¬ 
tory - unlike a journal like Living Marx¬ 
ism - as it mourns the fact that during 
the I980’s “Eurocommunist and left 
social democratic hopes were dashed 
in one country after another” (p8). 
Naturally it has shifted further right¬ 
wards recently, given the counterrevo¬ 
lutionary collapse of the Soviet Union. 

It is clear that the “unfinished busi¬ 
ness" in the title refers to the complete 
negation of revolutionary Marxism and 
its transformation into a cravenly re¬ 
formist, ‘radical’ liberal-democratic 
ideology, which is the plaything of 
Fickle, dilettante academics. 

Eddie Ford 


Out of 
context 


Nancy Van Norman Baer, Theatre in 
Revolution, Russian A vant Garde Stage 
Design 1913-1935, Thames and 
Hudson, 1991, pp207, £14.95 

THE BRINGING together of examples 
from Russian avant garde stage design 
1913-1935 for an exhibition in Rne Arts 
Museums of San Fransisco is a self 
confessed purely academic exercise. 
This book reflects the practice of putting 
this period in the history of theatre into 
the museum to collect dust. 

Nancy Van Norman Baer provides 
us with a collection of writings from 
various contributors. Each is dense in its 
description of avant garde stage design 
of the time and spectacularly supple¬ 
mented with numerous stunning illustra¬ 
tions. The book’s triumph is as a refer¬ 
ence to the theatre of the time. What it 
lacks is any comprehensive analysis of 
the significance of this. 

Each contributor tends to whizz 
through a number of designers at light¬ 
ening pace, but due, partly, to the brev¬ 
ity of the articles, leaves little time for 
analysis. This is a problem in the nature 
of this style of publication which needs 
to be bought on the understanding that 
it is a scries of essays rather than a long 
study. The articles also suffer from 
repetition, with all the writers looking at 
a slightly different aspect of the same 
whole, but offering very little in the way 
of original insight. 

The history of the period, intrinsic to 
the understanding of the development of 
art, is given brief mentions throughout, 
but otherwise remains largely divorced 
from the study of the development of 
avant garde stage design and primarily 
constructivism, which was the dominant 
force in design during these years. The 
development of constructivism is 
looked at in isolation from the develop¬ 
ment of society, it is isolated from the 
context within which it emerged, nour¬ 
ished and was eventually banned under 


Stalin, though not forgotten and not 
without leaving its infiuence on an at 
home and abroad. 

The writers seem to take the view 
that an develops purely within its own 
dynamic, or at least this is the defining 
feature. Clearly the theatre and its de¬ 
sign between 1913 and 1935 was de¬ 
fined by. inspired by. reflected and 
commented on the social and political 
events within which it existed; an does 
not exist beyond society, but is a part of 
it. 

Serge Diaghilcv's 'World of An’ 
and particularly the mass presentations 
such as 'The Storming of the Winter 
Palace’ produced and directed by Evrci- 
nov, as the book indicates, attempted to 
integrate art with everyday life, or more 
precisely to extend the democratisation 
of the theatre. However the significance 
of this is not discussed; to what extent 
had art not been integral in society 
previously? How far was a new dcmoc- 
ratisation achieved, what was the sig¬ 
nificance of this for the development of 
theatre, and how was the rapidly chang¬ 
ing society related to this movement in 
theatre? 

None of these questions arc ventured 
into to any extent, although they arc 
hinted at. Therefore the essays remain 
in the past and do not bring us to any 
understanding of the present or a way 
forward for the future. 

While providing us with a glimpse 
at the beauty and the powerful innova¬ 
tive break with the old that this theatre 
made, it fails to give a full understand¬ 
ing of the revolutionary impulse and the 
continuous drive towards the new that 
was its essence. It was the revolution 
that made this theatre possible, made 
possible the new optimism, opened up 
a world of possibilities for the future, 
looked towards a completely new soci¬ 
ety and at the same time was still filled 
with the pain of the old. 

This was a period of rapid change 
reflected in the rapid, almost fervid 
experimentation in the theatre. What 
docs come across in the book is a sense 
of the desperation to develop the new 
society and alongside this the new the¬ 
atre. There were celebrations in the 
theatre, notably in the numerous Blue 
Blouse' companies. But primarily plan¬ 
ning and searching for the new human 
ideal and the way towards it which was 
the essence of constructivism. 

It was for Mcycrhold "the creation 
of a new human being", but more than 
that, a new culture, a new society, a new 
humanity, the race towards liberation 
seen in the choreography of Duncanist 
dance. 

Georgii Kovalenko in the chapter on 
'The Constructivist Stage' goes furthest 
in an understanding of relevance of diis 
theatre; “Revolution had changed 
everything. Even artistic activity itself 
was supposed to become completely 
different. At this time, works of art 
were discussed in terms usually ap¬ 
plied to architecture to the construc¬ 
tion of machines, buildings or 
bridges. Concepts of constructivism 
such as functionalism, the organiza¬ 
tion of materials, the economy of 
means and construction were the 
badges of the day of artistic identifi¬ 
cation” (pi48). All questions which 
faced the architects of a new society. 

Theatre in Revolution provides an 
encompassing documentation of avant 
garde theatre design 1913-1935 and as 
such is a powerful reminder of the 
achievement of these artists in both the 
text and the profusion of illustrations 
which in themselves show the impor¬ 
tance of their art. As such it is a fasci¬ 
nating read, but what it lacks is a reali¬ 
zation of the significance for all future 
art and a realization of the triumph and 
optimism of post revolutionary Russia 
and how this was reflected in the the¬ 
atre. 

The cutting short of this experimen¬ 
tation under the banning and censorship 
of Stalin was a tragedy, but this time is 
not lost or forgotten and should not be 
relegated to the museum, but analysed 
and understood for the future of our art 
and our society. Only then is progress 
possible. 

Linda Addison 



Communist Party 

May Day march, 1992: Assemble 12.30pm, Friday May 1- 
Highbury Fields (nearest tube Highbury and Islington). March 
to rally in Clissold Park, east London. Special CPGB May Day 
seminar, Sunday May 3 in central London - phone 081 459 
7146 for details. 


Again this year, the official leadership of the workers' movement are at¬ 
tempting to downplay the May Day march. In the past, communists have 
had to defend the very idea of thje march from the attempts of the TUC 
bureaucracy to end it in favour of tacky 'festivals' in plush rabbit warrens 
like London's Barbican Centre. For communists. May Day is the most im¬ 
portant symbolic date in our calender. It is the concrete manifestation of 
the indivisible unity of the struggle of our class in every country of the 
world. This year's march, in the aftermath of the counterrevolution in the 
world revolutionary centre - the ex USSR - assumes particular importance. 
The world over, communists will be marching in defiance of this tempo¬ 
rary period of reaction. Help the Communist Party build Lhis year's march! 
Take extra copies of this issue of The Leninist to sell to friends and con¬ 
tacts. Join the CPGB contingent on this year's march - marching for 
proletarian internationalism, for world revolution! 


London Seminars: 5pm, central London. Tel: 018 459 7146 

Weekly discussion on current political developments. The First part of 
each seminar constitutes a comprehensive course throughout 1992 on Fun¬ 
damentals of Marxism-Leninism: 

Seminars 11-13 on Materialist Dialectics: 

April 26: Quantity and quality. May 3: Special May Day seminar(see 
above). May 10: Contradiction in nature and society. May 17: Continu¬ 
ity and development. 


A series of four books by Jack Conrad, a member of the 
CPGB Provisional Central Committee. 


Which Road?: A Marxist analysis of the ‘revoluionary re¬ 
formist’ programmes of ‘official communism’ and Militant, 
laying the basis for a new communist programme, (pbk, 
pp280, £6.95 plus 10% postage) 

From October to August: An analysis of the social roots and 
dynamics of the Soviet counterrevolution, (pbk, pp200. £6.95 
plus 10% postage) 

Class and Nation (£5.95) and Society of the Future (£5.95) 
will follow later this year. 


AH four books for £22 postfree. Cheques to November 
Publications Ltd, BCM Box 928, London, WC1N 3XX. 


6 months 1 year 
Britain & Ireland £8 □ £16 □ 

Europe £11 □ £22 □ 

Rest of World £13 □ £26 □ 

For more details see page two 


I enclose a cheque/PO for £.made out to 

November Publications Ltd 


Please start my subscription with issue no 


I enclose a donation for £.made out to 

November Publications Ltd 


NAME_ 

ADDRESS 


Return to: Subscriptions, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX 
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Build the communist 

alternative 


has been no ‘disaster’. Labour’s defeat 
s not a defeat for the working class 


S urprising though it was. 

there can be no doubt about the 
extent of Labour's defeat in the 
April general election. The 21 
Tory majority is small compared w ith 
last time, that is true. However, it is 
their forth consecutive win, and their 
majority is quite sufficient to last Major 
a full parliamentary term, ie. four or 
five years. 

Of course. Labour did gain 40 seats. 
But, as those now- vying for its leader¬ 
ship well know, they still have a moun¬ 
tain to climb if Labour is to secure a 
majority at the next general election. 
The 1995 boundary commission will 
sec to that (it is expected to 'give' the 
Tories 12 to 20 extra seats). Moreover, 
economically and politically. Major 
found himself boxed into a tight comer, 
he was forced to fight the election on 
the worst possible terrain. Britain is in 
the midst of recession, millions blame 
the Tories for unemployment, house 
repossessions, mortgage hikes and 
industrial decline. 

So why did Labour lose? 

It had nothing to do with the 'attrac¬ 
tive' nature of John Major's personal¬ 
ity. His ineffective high tech Val Dooni- 
can shows and his silly soapbox ex¬ 
changes with members of the SWP for 
the benefit of TV cameras made him 
look the second rate politician he is. On 
the other hand, neither did power slip 
through Labour’s hands because of Neil 
Kinnock's supposed ‘triumphalism’ at 
Sheffield. Nor was it. as he claims, the 
venal influence of the Tory press. 

Labour lost because, with the partial 
exception of Scotland, there is no real 
movement in society seeking radical 
change (not that Labour was offering 
anything of the sort). 

Hence, even in the depths of a drawn 
out recession, the Conservative Party 
managed to keep intact the 42% of the 
vote it has enjoyed since 1979: a mass 
social base which consists not only of 
the middle classes, who fell threatened 
by John Smith's lax proposals, but a 
wide section of the working class, in 
particular its upper, skilled, stratum, the 
so-called C2s. They might not have 
been enthused by the Tories, but they 
saw no need to defect to Labour. That, 
and the continued existence of a sizable 
Liberal Democratic residue from the 
“mould breaking” Liberal/SDP Alliance 
means that the ruling class in Britain 
can continue to rule through its pre¬ 
ferred party of government. 

Docs that mean the 1992 election 
was without significance? No, in terms 
of the alignment of the bourgeois par- 
lies it was the first 'normal' general 
election for well over a decade; its most 
notable feature was the serious chal¬ 
lenge represented by the Labour Party. 

Labour has made a considerable re¬ 
covery since the 1983 debacle. Then 
gripped by a deep internal crisis and 
haemorrhaging through the SDP breaka¬ 
way, which at a stroke took away mil¬ 
lions from its electoral base, it secured 
a mere 27.6% of the vote. 

There was good reason to believe 
that the Tories were about to establish 
themselves as the dominant party in 
Britain along the lines of the Liberal 
Democrats in Japan and the Christian 
Democrats in Italy. For us that never 
meant the Labour Party was “dead" (as 
the Revolutionary Communist Party 
said). It meant the Labour Party had 
been reduced “from being the alterna¬ 


tive party of government, as it was in 
the 1950s, 60s and 70s. to being a 
party of crisis - a role it performed 
during the 1920s and 30s” (The Len¬ 
inist Ko52. July 17 1987). 

We certainly did not go along with 
the notion that at the root of Labour's 
crisis was the decline in the number ol 
manual workers and an interlinked 
Tf^jtchcrite bourgeois cultural revolu¬ 
tion. 

There never will be, and never was, 
any direct correlation between the 
number of manual workers and La¬ 
bour’s vote. Nor was there anything 
permanent, let alone hegemonic, about 
Thatcher and Thatcherism. 

In spite of this, from Joe Rogaly in 
the pro-Labour Financial Times, to the 
New Statesman, from the Democratic 
Left's New Times to Robin Blackburn in 
his New Left Review, the conclusion is 
again being drawn that by itself Labour 
can never win a general election. 

If there was ever a case of the old 
parading itself as the new, here it is. 
Theirs is not a disinterested assessment. 
It is the polemical device needed by 
advocates of Charter 88 type PR and a 
Lib/Lab coalition to further their petty 
constitutional projects. Forgetting all 
their own predictions of a Labour vic¬ 
tory, or at least Labour emerging as the 
biggest party in a hung parliament, 
these so-called representatives of the 
'new' have disinterred the discredited 
old “declinist thesis", a version of 1930s 
Mondism and 1950s embourgeoisified 
working class, which the pale pink 
professor Eric Hobsbawm reinvented in 
the aftermath of Thatcher's election 
successes in 1979 and 1983. 

Well, how do things really stand? In 
spite of the continued changing compo¬ 
sition of the working class - which is 
inevitable and progressive - Labour is 
again the alternative party of govern¬ 
ment. Labour's 271 MPs came as a 
result of winning 34.2% of the vote. 
Although Labour is still some way 
behind the Tories, if anything is in 
decline it is the Liberal Democrats. The 
two main parties of the British political 
system are now again approaching 
similar social and parliamentary 
weights. 

In terms of politics too there has 
been a drawing together. Major's post- 
election ministerial reshuffle marks the 
end to the Thatcherite crusade and a 
move in the direction of class consen¬ 
sus. Labour has moved to an even 
greater degree, not least in its adoption 
of a whole tranche of Tory policies: 
anti-trade union laws, privatisation, the 
criminalisation of squatting, nuclear 
arms. etc. 

So, for all the recent claims to the 
contrary, there was no fundamental 
ideological clash between the Tories 
and Labour in the general election 
campaign. As Ivo Dawney pointed out 
in the Financial Times, Labour’s 
“manifesto eschews even token ges¬ 
tures to the old Labourism ... Social¬ 
ism is not even mentioned” (March 19 
1992). Thus for many voters the only 
difference between the two panics was 
that the Tories were the devil they 
knew. 

Given this, and the likelihood that 


under either John Smith or Bryan Gould 
Labour will be steered even funher to 
the right, it cannot be emphasised too 
strongly that it was not the working 
class that suffered defeat on April 9. To 
state what is ABC for all class con¬ 
scious workers, elections arc not the 
motor of history. Everything the work¬ 
ing class has ever gained is due entirely 
to its own strength, not because of the 
colouration of this or that capitalist 
government. There was no change in 
the balance of class forces between 
April 8 and April 10. The organisations 
of the working class remain as they 
were. 

The Menshevik groupings and press 
in Britain paint a very different picture. 
According to Tony Chater's so-called 
Communist Party of Britain the general 
election was a “disaster" ( Morning Star 
April 14 1992). Socialist Worker uses 
exactly the same word (April 18 1992), 
and so docs the Trotskyite paper Social¬ 
ist Outlook (April 17 1992). 

All these, and more, arc agreed that 
Labour would have won if it had not 
been for the 'new realist' policies of 
Kinnock, Smith. Gould, Edmonds, 
Laird et al. The CPB’s version of John 
Major again speaks for the lot when he 
says: “The general election has shown 
that it is this [watering down of La¬ 
bour's programme] which makes 
Labour unelectable” (Tony Chatcr 
Morning Star April II 1992). 

This is pathetic self delusion. In 
Britain today bourgeois ideas arc the 
dominant ideas. Labour has made itself 
electable precisely through Kinnock's 
policy reviews, purge of Militant, etc. 
But there is more to it than that. The 
wailing and weeping over Labour's 
defeat, the unsolicited advice and ten¬ 
der concern for its fortunes expose the 
main problem for the left in Britain in 
all its abject theoretical poverty and 
philistinism - a deep seated, though 
completely illusory, faith in the progres¬ 
sive nature and possibilities of Labour 
in government. 

For what remains of ‘official com¬ 
munism', Militant and the traditional 
social democratic left. Labour in gov¬ 
ernment represents the precondition for 
any advance towards socialism. This is 
the unmistakable claim of the reformist 
British Road to Socialism programme, 
a claim to all intents and purposes re¬ 
peated by Militant, centrally in its semi- 
programmatic What we stand for (sec 
our book Which Road?). The Kim II 
Sungist New Communist Party is 
equally besotted with Labourism. It 
dreams of the day when it can undo the 
work of the Third International and 
Lenin, “heal the split between the 
revolutionary and social democratic 
wings in the working class move¬ 
ment" and become a federated compo¬ 
nent of the Labour Party (Charles 
Fraser, NCP industrial organiser. The 
New Worker April 10 1992). 

The Trotskyoid milieu is perhaps 
less explicit. Nevertheless in essence it 
peddles the same lie; although Labour 
might not be set to usher in socialism 
through its own volition, it is at die very 
least the lesser of two evils. 

The following parliamentary cretin¬ 
ism is typical: “the working class 


would benefit greatly and directly 
from the replacement of the Tories 
by even the present Labour Party. 
The working class will be better able 
to defend itself against a labour gov¬ 
ernment linked to the trade unions. 
More than that: the defeat of Major 
and the Tories will help revive the 
self-confidence of millions of workers 
who are now too disheartened to fight 
directly for their own interests ... If 
we beat the Tories in the election 
strikes and industrial militancy will 
revive. Open class struggle will re¬ 
vive” ( Socialist Organiser March 26 
1992). 

With such illusions misguiding 
them, when it came to April 9 the usu¬ 
ally bickering Menshevik spectrum was 
able to unite as one in support of 
Kinnock: “nothing must be allowed to 
stand in the way of a labour victory ” 
said its perfect representative Morning 
Star editor. Tony Chater ( Morning Star 
March 12 1992). 

Naturally those who like to consider 
themselves to the left of Chater intro¬ 
duced this or that ca' cat. but at the end 
of the day it came to the same thing ... 
tailing Kinnock - “Vote labour ._ but 
build a socialist alternative” (Social¬ 
ist Worker March 28 1992). “Vote 
1-abour ... prepare the fight ahead!” 
( Workers Press March 30 1992), “Vote 
Labour ... and fight for socialist poli¬ 
cies!” ( Socialist Outlook March 21 
1992), “Vote Labour ... but reject 
Kinnock’s cowardly policies” (Work¬ 
ers News March/April 1992). 

Of the bunch, it was the SWP which 
was perhaps the least sanguine about 
what a Labour government would 
bring: “Every socialist should ... vote 
Labour without the slightest illusion 
that a Kinnock government would be 
any better than the Tories ... A Tory 
victory will increase demoralisation 
among all those people who long for 
change. A Labour victory will make 
change seem just a bit more possible, 
even though I-abour really promises 
no change at all" ( Socialist Worker 
March 14 1992). 

Yet judging by Labour's past record 
there is no reason whatsoever to believe 
a Kinnock-lcd government would have 
benefited the working class. Indeed 
there is every reason to believe that a 
government committed to running 
capitalism - a decaying, rotting system 
that relies on the ruthless exploitation of 
the workers - would do everything in its 
power to weaken and undermine the 
combativify of the working class. 

Showing its own confusion and 
tendency towards irrationality, the SWP 
finds itself making this very point while 
at the same time calling upon people to 
vote Labour (though adding to the 
contradiction it refused to canvass or 
actually work to bring this about). 

Surveying the scattering of Labour- 
type governments that there arc in the 
advanced capitalist world the SWP 
reckons “Australia is the best ex¬ 
ample”. This would seem to be so. 
“Labour has presided over the fast¬ 
est growing gap between rich and 
poor in Australian history ... Their 
economic policy was the same free 
market capitalism championed by 


Thatcher ... Workers have been 
demobilised and Labour has imposed 
defeats which are the envy of British 

Tories” ( Socialist Worker March 28 
1992). 

Given the fact that Kinnock's La¬ 
bour Party was not promising anything, 
definitely not socialism, and would have 
carried out the same reactionary and 
demoralising programme as its Austra¬ 
lian brother party, it is surely more than 
naive to "demand Labour acts to 
protect the rights and living stan¬ 
dards of working class people” 

(Workers Power March 1992). Only the 
working class can fight for and defend 
the working class. 

Quite clearly, except, that is, to the 
Menshevik left. Labour is part of the 
problem not the solution. What is 
needed is not an ill defined, semi-re¬ 
formist, SWP style “socialist alterna¬ 
tive", but a real alternative to the Labour 
Party. We need a mass revolutionary 
party firmly based on democratic cen¬ 
tralism and Marxism-Leninism that is 
capable of organising the working class 
as a class for itself, and leading it to the 
conquest of slate power. In other words 
what workers in Britain need today is a 
reforged Communist Party. That is what 
the Provisional Central Committee of 
the CPGB and its paper The Leninist is 
committed to build. 

We, unlike the opportunist swamp, 
have no fear of saying that the main 
enemy of the working class is not the 
Tories. It is the capitalist system, its 
state and all its political parties, includ¬ 
ing the capitalist party of the working 
class, the Labour Party. 

The task of communists in this 
country was not. and is not. to tail the 
existing consciousness of the working 
class, to say "vote Labour" because 
“millions of workers place their hopes 
in a Labour government" (Workers 
Power March 1992). Our task is to chal¬ 
lenge the Labour Party, to fight for the 
reforged Communist Party that will 
replace it as the natural party of the 
working class. 

Part and parcel of this must be field¬ 
ing as many of our candidates as pos¬ 
sible during elections to the bourgeois 
parliament. Only in special circum¬ 
stances would we make exceptions. 
Elections are a chance to argue for 
revolutionary communist politics - for 
a different kind of society and a genuine 
democracy. 

Because of this our organisation did 
not start by looking at what spare re¬ 
sources we had. That is the approach 
typical of opportunism. We looked at 
necessity and fielded four candidates on 
an uncompromising revolutionary 
manifesto, an integral part of our na¬ 
tional campaign to reforge the CPGB 
(for details see pp4-5). 

Our campaign was a great success. 
Those who mock the communist vote 
only display there reformism and parlia- 
meniarianism. Communists in Britain 
are weak in terms of popular support. 
That fact docs not mean we should seek 
out Labour Party short cuts to socialism, 
this is the road to disaster. We must 
begin from reality, from where we are, 
not where wc would like to be ... and in 
terms of impact, propaganda and devel¬ 
oping our strength wc have made a 
brilliant bcgjnning. 

Jack Conrad 



















